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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of 
this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1, 7, 10-11, 14-16, 19, 24, 37, and 38 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Daniels (US 2002/0032907). 

As for claim 1, Daniels teaches in a computing device having an associated 
output device, a method for automatically executing an interruption operation on media 
content in response to an event, comprising the acts of: 

as media content (TV program) is obtained and output by the output device, 
detecting a first event (selection of advertiser's information page) indicating that the 
output of the media content is to be modified (paused) - [0021], [0080], [0081], [0161]; 

in response to detecting the first event, automatically executing an operation 
(pausing of TV program) on the media content such that the output of the media content 
is modified and can be later restored without loss of continuity of the media output - 
[0081], [0160], [0161]. 
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As for claims 7 and 24, Daniels teaches wherein the act of detecting the first 
event comprises the act of detecting a signal from a device (remote control) associated 
with a home network (The viewer selects content using a remote control - [0021], 
[0112], [0120]). 

Claims 10 and 11 contains the claim limitations of claim 1 and are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to that claim. 

As for claim 14, Daniels teaches wherein the act of automatically executing an 
operation on the media content comprises the act of automatically executing an 
operation (pause) on the media content such that the output of the media content is 
interrupted and can be later resumed without loss of continuity of the media output. - 
[0021], [0081], [0160], [0161] 

As for claim 15, Daniels teaches in response to a second event (user selection to 
return to TV program), resuming the output of the media content - [0022], [0160]. 

Claim 16 contains the limitations of claims 1, 14, and 15, and is analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to those claims. 



As for claim 19, Daniels teaches in a computing device having an associated 
display device and an associated storage device, a method of automatically pausing the 
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display of a television program in response to an event in the environment of the 
computing device, comprising the acts of: 

as the television program is obtained and displayed on the display device, 
detecting a first event (selection of advertiser's information page) that has been 
designated to indicate that the display of the television program is to be interrupted - 
[0021], [0080], [0081], [0161]; 

in response to the detected event, automatically storing a television signal in 
which the television is encoded on the storage device (14) so as to pause the display of 
the television program (The TV program is recorded - [0021], [0095] ); 

in response to a second event (user selection to return to TV program), resuming 
display of the television signal by displaying the television signal that has been stored 
on the storage device - [0022], [0160]. 

As for claim 37, Daniels teaches a computer program product for implementing, 
in a computing device having an associated output device, a method for automatically 
executing an interruption operation on media content in response to an event, the 
computer program product comprising: 

a computer-readable medium (24 - Fig. 1, [0095]) carrying computer-executable 
instructions that, when executed at the computing device, cause the computing device 
to perform the method, including the acts of: 
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as media content is obtained and output by the output device, detecting a first 
event (selection of advertiser's information page) indicating that the output of the media 
content is to be modified (paused) - [0021], [0080], [0081], [0161];; 

in response to detecting the first event, automatically executing an operation on 
the media content such that the output of the media content is modified and can be later 
restored without loss of continuity of the media output - [0081], [0160], [0161]. 

Claim 38 contains the limitations of claims 19 and 37 and is analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to those claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniels as applied to claim 1/19 above, and further in view of McLaughlin 
(5,553,311). 

As for claims 2 and 20, Daniels fails to teach wherein the act of detecting the first 
event comprises the act of detecting a ring signal on a telephone line. 
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In an analogous art, McLaughlin teaches wherein playback of content is 
interrupted when a telephone call is detected such that the user can receive the phone 
call -col. 13, lines 53-65, col. 14, lines 37-47. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels's invention to include playback of content is 
interrupted when a telephone call is detected, as taught by McLaughlin, for the 
advantage of allowing the user to receive the phone call. 

5. Claims 3 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniels as applied to claim 1/19 above, and further in view of Palmer (US 
2001/0038690). 

As for claims 3 and 21 , Daniels fails to teach the act of detecting the first event 
comprises the act of detecting an off-hook condition of a telephone. 

In an analogous art, Palmer teaches that an off-hook condition of a telephone 
automatically triggers the pausing of currently displayed content such that the user does 
not miss any content- [0063]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels' invention to include that an off-hook condition of 
a telephone automatically triggers the pausing of currently displayed content, as taught 
by Palmer, for the advantage of allowing the user to not miss any content. 
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6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels in 
view of Palmer as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Wong 
(5631745). 

As for claim 4, Daniels and Palmer fail to teach wherein the act of detecting an 
off-hook condition of a telephone comprises the act of testing the impedance of a 
telephone line associated with the telephone. 

In an analogous art, Wong discloses wherein the off-hook condition is detected 
by testing the impedance - col. 16, lines 22-25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels and Palmers invention to include wherein the 
off-hook condition is detected by testing the impedance, as taught by Wong, for the 
advantage of determining when a user has begun a conversation with the caller. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Goldman (4995074). 

As for 5, Daniels fails to teach wherein the act of detecting the first event 
comprises the act of detecting a call waiting signal on a telephone line. 

In an analogous art, Goldman discloses detecting a call waiting signal - col. 4, 
lines 43-61 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels' invention to include detecting a call waiting 
signal, as taught by Goldman, for the advantage of informing the user of a third party 
call. 

8. Claims 6 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniels as applied to claim 1/19 above, and further in view of Mizutome 
(6,943,845). 

As for claims 6 and 23, Daniels fails to teach the act of detecting the first event 
comprises the act of detecting receipt of an electronic message. 

In an analogous art, Mizutome teaches detecting receipt of an e-mail (Fig. 17B, 
col. 12, lines 55-60) for the advantage of notifying the user that e-mail has arrived. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels' invention to include detecting receipt of an e- 
mail, as taught by Mitzutome, for the advantage of notifying the user that e-mail has 
arrived. 

9. Claim 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daniels as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tetsumura (5793409). 
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As for claims 8 and 9, Daniels fails to teach wherein the act of detecting the first 
event comprises the act of detecting a signal from a motion sensor and personal 
transmitter. 

In an analogous art, Tetsumura teaches detecting a signal from the area sensor 
(motion sensor and personal transmitter) in order to automatically execute a function - 
col. 6, lines 27-36. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify Daniels' invention to include detecting a signal from the area sensor, 
as taught by Tetsumura, for the advantage of automatically executing a function. 



10. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of O'Callaghan (5594492). 

As for claim 12, Daniels teaches wherein the act of detecting a first event 
indicating that the output of the media content is to be modified comprises the act of, as 
television programming is received from a server (Fig. 8) and output by the output 
device (44 - Fig. 2), detecting a first event (selection of advertiser's information page) 
indicating that the output of the television programming is to be interrupted ([0021], 
[0080], [0081], [0161). 

However, Daniels fails to teach that the server is a video on demand server. 
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In an analogous art, O'Callaghan teaches a video on demand server (404 - Fig. 
4) for the advantage of allowing the user to view selected content instantaneously - col. 
6, lines 36-45. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels 1 invention to include a video on demand server, 
as taught by O'Callaghan, for the advantage of allowing the user to view selected 
content instantaneously. 

11. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and O'Callaghan as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Jennings 
(US 2004/0025186). 

As for claim 13, Daniels fails to teach wherein the act of detecting a first event 
indicating that the output of the television programming is to be interrupted comprises 
the act of transmitting a signal from the computing device to the video on demand 
server indicating that the output of the television programming is to be interrupted by the 
video on demand server. 

In an analogous art, Jennings discloses wherein a signal is transmitted from the 
receiver to the media server (510 - Fig. 5; video on demand server) indicating to pause 
the content for the advantage of having the operation done at the server end rather than 
the receiver to keep the functions carried out by the receiver to a minimum- paragraph 
[0199]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to modify Daniels' invention to include wherein a signal is transmitted from the 
receiver to the media server indicating to pause the content, as taught by Jennings, for 
the advantage of having the operation done at the server end rather than the receiver to 
keep the functions carried out by the receiver to a minimum. 

12. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Daniels as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Schindler 
(5675390). 

As for claims 17 and 18, Daniels fails to teach the act of displaying a message 
associated with detection of the first event and wherein the act of displaying a message 
associated with detection of the first event comprises the act of displaying caller ID data 
associated with an incoming telephone call. 

In an analogous art, Schindler teaches when a user receives a phone call, a 
message appears on the display with the identity of the calling source in order to inform 
the user of the calling source - col. 17, lines 42-50. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels' invention to include when a user receives a 
phone call, a message appears on the display with the identity of the calling source, as 
taught by Schindler, for the advantage of informing the user of the calling source. 
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13. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and Palmer as applied to claim 21 above, and further in view of Kilby (3777067). 

As for claim 22, Daniels and Palmer fail to disclose wherein the off-hook 
condition is detected immediately after a ring signal on a telephone line associated with 
the telephone. 

In an analogous art, Kilby discloses wherein the off-hook condition is detected 
after a ring signal on a telephone line for the advantage of transmitting a busy signal to 
the calling party such that the user isn't disturbed - col. 7, lines 5-30. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels and Pamler's invention to include wherein the 
off-hook condition is detected after a ring signal on a telephone line, as taught by Kilby, 
for the advantage of transmitting a busy signal to the calling party such that the user 
isn't disturbed. 

14. Claims 25, 28, 30-34, 36, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Daniels in view of Yen (6,668,278). 

As for claim 25, Daniels teaches in a computing device having an interruption 
engine and an associated output device, a method for automatically executing an 
interruption operation on media content in response to an event, comprising the acts of: 
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as media content is received and output by the output device, detecting an event 
(selection of advertiser's information page) in the environment of the computing device - 
[0021], [0080], [0081], [0161]; 

automatically executing the interruption operation on the media content - [0081], 
[0160], [0161]. 

However, Daniels fails to teach: 

identifying a priority value to be assigned to the event based on priority 
information stored at the computing device; 

applying a rule of a set of rules to the priority value assigned to the event to 
identify an interruption operation; 

In an analogous art, Yen teaches: 

a) identifying a priority value to be assigned to the event based on priority 
information stored at the computing device - col. 12, lines 7-32; 

b) applying a rule of a set of rules to the priority value assigned to the event to 
identify an interruption operation - col. 12, lines 7-32; 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels' invention to include steps a) & b), as taught by 
Yen, for the advantage of allowing the user to set at what instances to be interrupted. 

As for claim 28, Daniels and Yen discloses the claimed limitations. In particular, 
Daniels teaches wherein the act of detecting the event comprises the act of receiving 
information via an input mechanism (remote control) that was established for interrupt 
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sources to inform the interruption engine (processor) that the output of media content 
(TV program) is to be interrupted (paused) - [0021], [0112], [0120]. 

As for claim 30, Daniels and Yen discloses the claimed limitations. In particular, 
Yen teaches the act of receiving data that was registered with the interruption engine by 
a user, wherein the data defines the set of rules (The user explicitly specifies the alert 
threshold for interruption for each event. - col. 12, lines 7-32). 

As for claims 31 and 36, Daniels and Yen teach the claimed limitations. In 
particular, Daniels teaches wherein the interruption operation is such that the output of 
the media content is paused as discussed above in claim 1. 

As for claim 32, Daniels and Yen disclose the claimed limitations. In particular, 
Yen teaches the act of the interruption engine learning the behavior of a viewer 
associated with the computing device so as to generate the information on which the 
priority value to be assigned to the event is based (col. 10, lines 21-26, col. 12, lines 16- 
37). 

As for claim 33, Daniels and Yen disclose the claimed limitations. In particular, 
Yen teaches the act of the interruption engine learning the behavior of a viewer 
associated with the computing device so as to generate the rule of the set of rules(col. 
10, lines 21-26, col. 12, lines 16-37). 
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As for claim 34, Daniels and Yen disclose the claimed limitations. In particular, 
Yen teaches wherein the act of applying a rule of a set of rules to the priority value 
comprises the act of further applying an exception to the rule (Yen teaches where 
interruption occurs depending on the type of content being viewed by the user. For 
example, interrupting while viewing email as opposed to interrupting a TV show or 
movie - col. 12, lines 15-26). 

15. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and Yen as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of McLaughlin. 

As for claim 26, Daniels and Yen fail to teach wherein the act of detecting the 
event comprises the act of determining that a telephone call is being received. 

In an analogous art, McLaughlin teaches wherein playback of content is 
interrupted when a telephone call is detected such that the user can receive the phone 
call - col. 13, lines 53-65, col. 14, lines 37-47. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels and Yen's invention to include playback of 
content is interrupted when a telephone call is detected, as taught by McLaughlin, for 
the advantage of allowing the user to receive the phone call. 
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16. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and Yen as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of Mizutome 
(6,943,845). 

As for claim 27, Daniels and Yen fails to teach detecting the receipt of an 
electronic message. 

In an analogous art, Mizutome teaches detecting receipt of an e-mail (Fig. 17B, 
col. 12, lines 55-60) for the advantage of notifying the user that e-mail has arrived. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels and Yen's invention to include detecting receipt 
of an e-mail, as taught by Mitzutome, for the advantage of notifying the user that e-mail 
has arrived. 

17. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and Yen as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of Block (6,675,384). 

As for claim 29, Daniels and Yen fails to teach receiving the set of rules in 
broadcast data encoded in a television signal. 

In an analogous art, Block teaches that the label generator (170 - Fig. 2) 
provides a transmitted information label TIL for transmission with the programs signals. 
The TIL is used to identify and characterize the content of the audio and video program 
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signals (col. 4, lines 47-52). Based on the TIL encoded in the program signal, the 
content is either blocked or displayed to the viewer (col. 13, lines 23-57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicants invention to modify Daniels and Yen's invention to include receiving the set 
of rules in broadcast data encoded in a television signal, as taught by Block, for the 
advantage of having the headend determine what is objectionable or not to the viewer. 

18. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniels 
and Yen as applied to claim 25 above, and further in view of O'Callaghan. 

As for claim 35, Yen teaches applying a rule of a set of rules to the priority value 
(col. 12, lines 7-32). However, Daniels and Yen fail to teach a video on demand server 

In an analogous art, O'Callaghan teaches a video on demand server (404 - Fig. 
4) for the advantage of allowing the user to view selected content instantaneously - col. 
6, lines 36-45. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Daniels and Yen's invention to include a video on 
demand server, as taught by O'Callaghan, for the advantage of allowing the user to 
view selected content instantaneously. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sumaiya A. Chowdhury whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-8567. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 9-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on (571) 272-7292. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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